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Randal Spurlock =FCC - MA"—HOOM
909 Springfield Rd. , East Peoria, IL 61611

November 1, 2005 11:18 AM

Representative Ray LaHood

U.S. House of Representatives

1424 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative LaHood:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses onte thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume usets is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Randal Spurlock

cc;
The Federal Communications Commission
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1300 N BOOKER ST , LAKE CHARLES, LA 70601-1498

November 1, 2005 11:17 AM

Senator Mary Landrieu

U.S. Senate

724 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Landrieu:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans o
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in vour constituency.

Thank you for vour continied work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

JAMES H BAINES

cc!
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 11:21 AM

Senator Patty Murray

U.S. Senate

173 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Murray:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penatized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request

you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Dave Lorraine

ce: .
The Federal Communications Commission
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Senator Evan Bayh

U.S. Senate

463 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Bayh:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund {USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, inciuding me, my
friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recaver, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. if the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a
fiat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Don Jaworski

cc: .
The Federal Communications Commission
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1410 SW 16th Ave , Gainsville, FL 32608

November 1, 2005 11:18 AM

Representative CIiff Stearns

U.S. House of Representatives
2370 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Stearns:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As vou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change.to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

bob gutermuth

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Robert Bone FCC - MA'LR%
29C Northview Trail , Edgewood, NM 87

November 1, 2005 11:18 AM

Representative Heather Wilson
U.S. House of Representatives

318 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Wilson:

1 have serious concems regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system 1o a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legisiation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Robert Bone . : N s

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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21016 Springhaven Way E , Bonney Lake, WA 98391-8325
November 1, 2005 11:18 AM

Senator Patty Murray

U.S. Senate

173 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Murray:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Robert Stament

ce: :
The Federal Communi¢ations Commission
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551 A Brookfield Ave ; East Ridge, TN 37412

November 1, 2005 11:20 AM

Senator Lamar Alexander

U.S. Senate

302 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Alexander:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do.  As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency,

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely, S e

LT : L

Sal Mendez

ce: : :
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 12:28 PM

Representative Mark Kennedy

1).S. House of Representatives

1415 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Kennedy:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund {USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my
friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthty increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
in addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsietters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a
flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request you
pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Mary Hedgers

CC.
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 12:24 PM

Senator Arlen Specter

U.S. Senate

711 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter;

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' {FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection methed to a monthly fiat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my
friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Consiituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
in addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect ont small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a

fiat fee system soon and without legisiation.

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Jay Clemmer

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Vanessa Melton
. -
301 Tiger Lane Apt. 20 W

November 1, 2005 12:32 PM

Representative Kenny Hulshof
U.S. House of Representatives
412 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docketf 96-45

Dear Representative Hulshof:

i have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my
friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited rescurces wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.  While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a
flat fee system soon and without legisiation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request you
pass along my concemns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Vanessa Melton

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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871 Corvette Ln , Eugene, OR 97404-3823

November 1, 2005 12:21 PM

Senator Gordon Smith

U.8. Senate

404 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Smith:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ {(FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF} collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, rmy
friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. |If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date infermation on their website, including links to FCC information.  While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a
flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request you
pass along my concems to.the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Dianta Castenholz

CcC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 11:18 AM

Senator Thomas Carper

U.S. Senate

513 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Carper:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a menthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change propesed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do, Asaconsumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legisiation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Dean Robinson

oc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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3805 Mollane St. N.W. , Massillon, OH 44646-3217

November 1, 2005 11:54 AM

Senator Mike DeWine
U.S. Senate

140 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator DeWine:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection methed to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior ¢itizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-velume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USE Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

William Robey.

Ccol .
The Federal Communications Commission.
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Walter Crist E! é i - ¥Q|EROW
16 North Chenango St. , Greene, NY 13778

November 1, 2005 11:20 AM

Senator Hillary Clinton

U.S. Senate

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Umiversal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Cornmunications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more inio the system. [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concemns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Walter Crist

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission



November 1, 2005 11:21 AM

Senator Arlen Specter

U.S. Senate

711 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of vour constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Douglas Leathers

cc! o
The Federal Comrnunications Commission .
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24 Jionzo Rd. , Milford, MA 01757

November 1, 2005 12:13 PM

Representative Richard Neal

1U.S. House of Representatives
2266 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Neai:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthiy flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my
friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bilis. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volurme users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to 2
flat fee system soon and without legislation.

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request you
pass along my concemns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could dispropartionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | iook forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Anne Keay

CC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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James Lofgren EEC Mﬂ " BQma
302 Wild Orchid | . TOUTL TA 10002

November 1, 2005 12:32 PM

Representative Ruben Hincjosa
U.S. House of Representatives
2463 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Hinojosa:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my
friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wircless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
tn addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses ail across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.  While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. if the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a
flat fee system soon and without legiglation.

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request you
pass along my concemns to the FCC on my behalf, ietting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

James Lofgren

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Miguel M. Esqueda FCC - MAILROOM

17741 Glenthorne St. , La Puente, CA 91744

November 1, 2005 12:23 PM

Senator Dianne Feinstein

U.S. Senate

331 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Feinstein:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federai Communications Commissions’ (FCC) pesition to change the
Universal Service Fund {USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my
friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unafferdable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC informaticn. While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC cofficials, the FCC has plans to change to a
flat fee system scon and without legisiation.

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request you
pass along my concemns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in-your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Miguel M. Esqueda

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission



Virginia Bloxom

PO Box 278 , Wicomitg VA 23384——""

November 1, 2005 12:29 PM

Senator John Wamer

U.S. Senate

225 Russell Senate Office Building
Washingten, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Warner:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my
friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that somecne who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
in addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on smail businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a
flat fee system scon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request you
pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Virginia Bloxom

cc:
The Federal Communicatiohs Commission
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David Forde C- MA“.HOOM
1503 Mc Gregor Park , Ft Myers, FL 33908

November 1, 2005 11:20 AM

Representative Connie Mack

U.S. House of Representatives

317 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Mack:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along"” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

David Forde

cc: .
The Federal Communications Commission
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1238 Grove Road , Lynchburg, VA 24502

November 1, 2005 11:18 AM

Senator George Allen

U.S. Senate

204 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Allen:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more.. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency:.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Michael Jenkins

CC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Richard Tate | CC - MAILROOM
225 Edenborn RD , McClellandtown, PA 15458-1431

November 1, 2005 12:39 PM

Senator Rick Santorum

U.S. Senate

511 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federai-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Santorum:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC}) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [fthe
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, 10 give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Richard Tate

ce: .
The Federal Communications Commission
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36 Overhill Drive , North Brunswick, NJ 08902

November 1, 2005 12:27 PM

Senator Jon Corzine

U.S. Senate

502 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Corzine:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthiy flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my
friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthiy
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a
flat fee system soon and without legisiation.

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request you
pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
thase in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sinceraly,

Gaurang Pandya

CC:
The,Federal Communications Commission
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Ronald Brissette FCC - MAILROOM
13913 170th Ave , Leroy, MI 49655

November 1, 2005 11:54 AM

Representative Dave Camp

U.S. House of Representatives

137 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Camp:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fajr Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Ronald Brissette

CcC: .
The Federal Communications Commission



